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Abstract

This article is part of a project aimed at developing the Sustainability Report for the Federal
University of Rio de Janeiro (UFRJ). The study critically investigates and evaluates which
Sustainability Reporting Framework (SRF) is most appropriate for adoption in a university
context. To achieve this, two complementary methodological approaches were undertaken: i. a
bibliometric review of the SRF literature, highlighting the main authors and journals, and ii. a
comparative assessment of key structural and operational features of currently recognized
SRFs. The key structural and operational features examined include sector applicability,
materiality approach, primary users, implementation complexity, and associated costs. The
results reveal significant differences in the suitability of SRFs for universities, indicating that
frameworks emphasizing stakeholder engagement, double materiality, and flexibility are more
aligned with academic contexts. Moreover, the analysis may highlight potential challenges and
opportunities for adaptation within the higher education context, considering resource
constraints, regulatory requirements, and institutional priorities. The findings provide insights
into the suitability of different SRFs for higher education institutions and offer practical
guidance for the potential development and adaptation of a UFRJ-specific Sustainability
Reporting Framework. Beyond establishing a reporting framework, the study aims to support
UFRIJ in fostering more sustainable practices, strategic tool to inform decision-making, enhance
transparency, and strengthen the management of sustainability initiatives across the university.
This work represents a foundational step toward integrating structured and comparable
sustainability reporting into university governance, creating a replicable model for other
universities worldwide. Overall, this study contributes to bridging the gap between global
reporting standards and the specific needs of the higher education sector, promoting both
accountability and continuous improvement in sustainability performance.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The term sustainability has gained increasing importance over time (Bebbington &
Gray, 2001). The United Nations (UN) Conference on the Human Environment, held in 1972,
was the first major conference to address environmental issues (UN, 1972). In the following
years, the concept of sustainable development was defined in the Brundtland Report of 1987,
entitled "Our Common Future". Sustainable development is defined as: "development that
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs" (Brundtland, 1987, p. 41). It represents an ethical concept that addresses
poverty while protecting the environment at the macro level (Robert et al., 2002).
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The desire to promote Sustainable Development leads to the creation of projects by
different entities related to the environment and society (Brundtland, 1987). In an increasingly
complex world with more powerful organizations, it was inevitable that groups in society would
become anxious for accountability that would allow them to verify whether the power gained
by these organizations is accompanied by the responsibilities that accompany it (Bebbington &
Gray, 2001). One way to demonstrate this relationship is to present what they are doing to
achieve Sustainable Development through a Sustainability Report (Mio, Agostini, & Scarpa,
2024). Disseminating this type of information is essential to ensure accountability and
transparency among a growing number of state and non-state actors involved in development
(Georgeson & Maslin, 2018). Furthermore, we must consider that these reports can follow
different models and present complex indicators (Innes & Booher, 2000).

Both public and private entities can develop and present sustainability reports, thereby
strengthening relationships between these entities and their stakeholders, including universities
(Amoako, 2023; Son-Turan & Lambrechts, 2019). Lozano (2011) argues that universities
should consider publishing information on social and educational dimensions. Furthermore, we
must consider that these reports can follow different models and indicators (Innes & Booher,
2000). The best-known Sustainability Reporting Frameworks (SRFs) are the Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI), Integrated Reporting (IR), the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board
(SASB), the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD), the Guidance on
Core SDG Indicators of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD), the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), and the IFRS
Sustainability Disclosure Standards (ISSB Standards). Due to the large number of possible
frameworks, they are known as the "alphabet soup" (Liang & Chan, 2022).

The large number of possible Sustainability Reporting Frameworks (SRFs) means that,
even with similar characteristics, institutions with the same purpose and probably similar
activities publish their reports following different structures. In the case of Brazilian
universities, some have already published Sustainability Reports, but following different SRFs:
the Federal University of Espirito Santo (UFES) bases its report on the SDGs; the Federal
University of Santa Catarina (UFSC) bases its report on the GRI; and the Federal University of
Mato Grosso (UFMT) does not use a specific Sustainability Reporting Framework, but relies
on information from the university's own Sustainable Logistics Plan (PLS). Despite growing
concern about sustainability in higher education, many universities still do not publish
consistent or regular sustainability reports, nor do they integrate reporting into institutional
management practices (Sepasi, Braendle & Rahdari, 2019). Therefore, the following research
question arises: What is the most appropriate Sustainability Reporting framework for a
university? This article is part of a project that aims to develop the Sustainability Report for
the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (UFRJ). The research objective is to discuss which
Sustainability Reporting framework is most suitable for application in a university.

To achieve this objective, two analyses were provided: i) a bibliometric analysis of the
literature on SFR is presented, discussing the main authors and journals; ii) the key points of
each currently accepted SFR are presented and discussed. The key points analyzed were:
Applicability/Sector Specificity, Materiality Approach, Primary User, Level of Implementation
Complexity, and Implementation Costs. This study is justified by its potential to clarify the
dilemma of which Sustainability Reporting Framework is most suitable for universities, by
analyzing the characteristics and theoretical and normative foundations of each framework.
Comparing the SRFs will help clarify application possibilities and support a future draft of the
UFRIJ Sustainability Report, thereby strengthening the transparency of the institution's actions
and projects. This report can serve as an information tool for society and, simultaneously, as an
internal mechanism for the academic community to better understand its peers' initiatives. In
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this way, the UFRJ Sustainability Report is likely to contribute to accountability and to
strengthening responsibility and transparency towards different stakeholders.

Finally, it is worth highlighting that, while private accounting has primarily operated
through Sustainability Reports, with limited reach and engagement focused on greenhouse gas
emissions, the public sector can lead this transformation by institutionalizing Sustainability
Reports. Subsequently, this information from the Sustainability Reports may be accounted for
by internalizing externalities.

2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 Sustainability Information: Theories, Motivations, and Challenges

Disclosing information about sustainability has become a central feature of
organizational communication with stakeholders. Different theoretical and empirical
perspectives seek to explain why entities choose to report such information. The literature
points to both theoretical foundations, such as the theories of legitimacy, stakeholders,
institutional theories, voluntary disclosure, signal theory, agency theory, and the political cost
paradigm, as well as motivating factors linked to organizational practice (Benvenuto, Aufiero
& Viola, 2023).

Stakeholder theory emphasizes that organizations respond to the expectations of distinct
social groups by providing information about their socio-environmental performance, with the
aim of building trust and legitimacy (Freeman, 1984; Mahmood & Uddin, 2023).
Complementarily, legitimacy theory suggests that entities disclose such information to align
with societal values and preserve the social contract, thereby reducing the perceived legitimacy
gap (Barker, 2024). Institutional theory, in turn, highlights how reporting practices are
influenced by coercive, normative, and mimetic pressures associated with regulations, industry
standards, and peer influence (Rivo-Lopez, Villanueva-Villar & Pardo-Lopez, 2025). Empirical
studies also point to a set of practical factors associated with the disclosure of sustainability
information. Among them are governance characteristics, such as the performance of the board
of directors and the degree of independence of the directors, which can mitigate opportunistic
behaviors and promote greater transparency. Transparency and accountability are frequently
cited as central motivations, as sustainability reports demonstrate how organizations deal with
environmental, social, and governance issues (Bosi, Lajuni, Wellfren, & Lim, 2022).

The report is also used for strategic purposes, such as improving reputation, expanding
access to funding, or attracting students, staff, and partners, which becomes especially relevant
in universities operating in a competitive global environment (Amoako, 2023). Furthermore,
the measurement and disclosure process supports internal management by stimulating the
identification of impacts, risks, and opportunities for operational efficiency (Barker, 2024). The
literature, however, also points to tensions and limitations. Concerns about greenwashing are
frequent, as some organizations use sustainability reports merely as a symbol, presenting
selective and superficial information (Mahmood & Uddin, 2023). Others face challenges in
aligning the content of reports with stakeholders' real informational needs, especially regarding
materiality (Amoako et al., 2023).

Furthermore, the costs and resource requirements for data collection, systematization,
and verification constitute barriers, especially for smaller entities, such as many higher
education institutions (Rivo-Lopez et al., 2025). To a large extent, these explanations were
developed in corporate contexts focused on companies, emphasizing financial results and profit
maximization. In the public sector, the logic of disclosure presents particularities, since
governmental entities operate without a profit motive, thereby highlighting a distancing from
private “pecuniary interests” and reinforcing the centrality of the public interest as a reference
for governance (Michaels, 2015). In these cases, the level of financial autonomy does not
motivate the disclosure of information on sustainability (Alcaraz-Quiles, Navarro-Galera &
Ortiz-Rodriguez, 2015).
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Thus, for government entities, sustainability reports function as a management tool,
primarily serving to inform stakeholders about socio-environmental policies, programs, and
results, while also offering opportunities to operationalize sustainability objectives, increase
accountability, improve internal communication about sustainability measures, and formalize
organizational beliefs (Farneti & Guthrie, 2009; Kerr; Rouse & Villers, 2015). In the context
of higher education, these motivations take on additional nuances. Universities are
simultaneously providers of educational services and promoters of knowledge, tasked with
training future leaders and promoting social progress. Therefore, they face increasing
expectations to act as models of sustainability and to incorporate social responsibility into their
operations, curricula, and governance structures (Amoako, 2023). Sustainability reporting thus
becomes a tool to demonstrate alignment with global agendas, such as the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), and to highlight their impact on local communities.

The increasing competition among higher education institutions also reinforces the
strategic role of disclosure. Sustainability reports can influence rankings, accreditation
processes, and international reputation, strengthening legitimacy among students, families,
alumni, funding agencies, and partners (Lauder, Sari, Suwartha, & Tjahjono, 2015; Aleixo,
Leal, & Azeiteiro, 2018). At the same time, the reporting process contributes to improving
internal governance by stimulating the systematic monitoring of consumption, emissions,
waste, and social initiatives, generating organizational learning and encouraging innovation
(Fonseca et al., 2011). Finally, in universities, reporting can also take on a pedagogical
dimension, involving students and faculty in the production and analysis of information,
reinforcing the institutional mission of training citizens and professionals committed to
sustainability (Lozano, 2011).

2.2 Alphabet Soup: Sustainability Reporting Frameworks

In recent years, the field of sustainability reporting has transformed into what many
researchers describe as an “alphabet soup,” marked by a proliferation of overlapping,
sometimes competing, structures, norms, and initiatives that seek to define what, how, and to
whom environmental, social, and governance (ESG) information should be disclosed (Liang &
Chan, 2022). This multiplicity tends to generate measurement and reporting inconsistencies,
hindering comparability across organizations and increasing the reporting burden on entities
(Liang & Yang, 2024). At the same time, although standardization can favor transparency and
reliability, an excess of alternatives, with different conceptions of materiality, levels of
regulatory requirements, and stakeholder priorities, can reduce informational clarity and hinder
user decision-making (Christensen, Hail & Leuz, 2019). Among the seven most influential
reporting entities, the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the IFRS Sustainability Disclosure
Standards (ISSB Standards), the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB), the
European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS), Integrated Reporting (RI), the Task
Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) and the Guidance on Core SDG
Indicators, from the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development stand out.
(UNCTAD).

Among reporting models, Integrated Reporting stands out for adopting a long-term
vision and for being based on integrated thinking, articulating financial and non-financial
capital in a single narrative (International Integrated Reporting Council [IIRC], 2011). Studies
show that this model can strengthen the value of social and sustainability reporting by
integrating information dispersed across different documents, promoting a more sustainable
bureaucracy, and opening space for innovation in accountability, including in public sector
organizations (Mauro, Cinquini, Simonini, & Tenucci, 2020). The GRI model, in turn, offers
guidelines for public disclosure of economic, social, and environmental impacts, enabling
organizations to highlight the positive and negative contributions they make to sustainable
development (Global Reporting Initiative, s.d.). Bice and Coates (2016) found that the GRI,
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when applied to the university context, is useful for capturing environmental impacts and
benefits, although it has limitations in covering social and human rights aspects, which has
motivated proposals for specific adaptations for this context.

Global sustainability agendas also influence the configuration of frameworks. In 2015,
the UN adopted the 2030 Agenda, establishing 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and
169 targets to address issues such as eradicating poverty, protecting the planet, and promoting
prosperity by 2030 (Organizacdo das Nagdes Unidas [ONU], 2015). The SDGs are
interconnected, so that achieving one goal depends on progress in the others (Le Blanc, 2015;
Nilsson, Griggs & Visbeck, 2016). In addition to government entities, companies and
universities are also called upon to contribute to these goals, which increases the demand for
measurement and reporting mechanisms.

In Brazil, the Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) coordinates the
production of indicators to monitor national progress towards the SDGs (Instituto Brasileiro de
Geografia e Estatistica, 2015), while internationally the UN publishes periodic reports with
consolidated results and metrics, and more recently also publishes specific guidelines for
institutional reports through the document "Guidance on Core Indicators for entity reporting
and contribution towards implementation of the Sustainable Development Goals" (United
Nations Conference on Trade and Development [UNCTAD], s.d.) In this sense, ESG and SDG
metrics coexist with sustainability accounting standards. ESG metrics are treated differently
across reporting models and regulatory standards, frequently prioritizing financial materiality,
i.e., the impact of socio-environmental issues on economic performance and the risks perceived
by investors (Larrinaga, 2021, 2023). In contrast, SDGs and approaches based on dual
materiality seek to simultaneously capture the impacts of organizations on society and the
environment, as well as the effects of these issues on financial performance, articulating
dimensions such as economic justice, ecological responsibility, and education (Bebbington &
Unerman, 2018).

Among accounting standard-setting bodies, the International Sustainability Standards
Board (ISSB) and the European Financial Reporting Advisory Group (EFRAG) have played a
central role. The ISSB, created in 2021 at COP26 in Glasgow, aims to meet investor demand
for global standards for the disclosure of financial information related to sustainability and is
represented in Brazil by the Brazilian Committee on Sustainability Pronouncements (CBPS)
(IFRS, 2024). Based on documents issued by the ISSB, the CBPS published, in 2024, Technical
Pronouncement CBPS 01, which establishes general requirements for the disclosure of financial
information related to sustainability, and CBPS 02, focused on more specific climate
disclosures, such as greenhouse gas emissions of scopes 1, 2, and 3, both based on financial
materiality (Comité Brasileiro de Pronunciamentos de Sustentabilidade, 2024a, 2024b).

In the European context, EFRAG issued the European Sustainability Reporting
Standards (ESRS) in 2023, based on dual materiality and applicable to companies covered by
the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD). The ESRS requires entities to report
both their impacts on people and the environment and how social and environmental issues
generate financial risks and opportunities, through general standards (ESRS 1 and 2) and
specific disclosure requirements (United Nations Environment Programme Finance Initiative
[UNEP FI], n.d). In the United States, the Sustainability Accounting Standards Board (SASB)
is adopted, which develops sector-specific standards based on financial materiality, with 77
standards that guide the identification of sustainability risks and opportunities most likely to
affect cash flows, access to financing, and cost of capital, as well as the selection of disclosure
topics and metrics relevant to investors (Sustainability Accounting Standards Board [SASB],
s.d.). The proliferation of these structures results from social, political, and moral disputes and
negotiations surrounding the meaning of "sustainability reporting" and which interests should
be prioritized. In this context, the need for broader democratic legitimacy for sustainability
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reporting standards than that which has historically accompanied the definition of financial
reporting norms stands out (Christensen et al., 2019). Authors such as Larrinaga (2021)
emphasize that ecological and social sustainability are ends in themselves, while financial
materiality should be understood as an instrument, which reopens the debate about the role of
frameworks in promoting a truly sustainable transition.
3 METODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

This study aimed to discuss which sustainability reporting framework is most suitable
for application in a university. To this end, two analyses were conducted: 1) a bibliometric
analysis of the literature on SFR, addressing the main authors and journals; and ii) a discussion
of the key points of each currently accepted SFR. The points examined were:
applicability/sector specificity, materiality approach, primary user, implementation complexity,
and associated costs. Figure 1 presents the databases and sources used in each analysis. Table

1 presents the databases and sources used for the two analyses conducted in this study.
Table 1
Key information for each of the two analyses in this article

Analysis Database Source

Ist i. Conduct a bibliometric analysis and discuss the main findings in the SRF ~ Official documents
Analysis literature to understand how they relate to creating an SRF for UFRJ of each SRF
2nd ii. Present and discuss the key points of each Sustainability Reporting Full scientific

Analysis Framework and how they could serve as a basis for creating an SRF for UFRJ articles

Source: research data
3.1 1st Analysis: Bibliometric Analysis of Existing Sustainability Reporting Literature

A quantitative bibliometric analysis was conducted using Biblioshiny in R
(Bibliometrix), developed by Aria and Cuccurullo (2017) to map scientific fields
comprehensively. Primary data analyzed included the number of documents, journals, citations,
keywords, and co-authorship information. These analyses allowed evaluation of annual
scientific output, contributions by country, most relevant journals and authors, most cited
documents, and most frequent keywords over time. Documents were collected from Web of
Science (WoS) and Scopus, both recognized global databases. WoS includes only peer-
reviewed journals and is highly influential in academia, while Scopus is a widely acknowledged

database with over 20 years of operation.
Table 2
Sample Selection Parameters

Applied  Initial Additional Sample
Database Sample Selection Parameters pph Limits P
Limit Results . Selection
Applied
TS=((((“sustainability reporting”’) OR
Web of (“accounting”) OR (“university””) OR
Science (“education”) OR (“sustainability report”)) Topic 1,564 1,185 379
(WoS) NEAR/2 ((“CSR*”) OR (“ESG*”) OR
(“SDG*”))))
TITLE-ABS-KEY (((“sustainability reporting”) ..
OR (“accounting”) OR (“university”) OR Title,
Scopus & y Abstract, 2,643 2,054 589

(“education”) OR (“sustainability report’)) W/2
((“CSR*”) OR (“ESG*”) OR (“SDG*”)))

Total documents after removing duplicates: 690

Keywords

Source: research data.

An advanced search was conducted using the keywords “sustainability reporting,”
“accounting,” “university,” “education,” “sustainability report,” “CSR,” “ESG,” and “SDG,”
corresponding to the Portuguese terms: relatéorio de sustentabilidade, contabilidade,
universidade, educacdo, relato de sustentabilidade, and the acronyms for Corporate Social
Responsibility, Environmental, Social, and Governance, and Sustainable Development Goals.
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After applying the selection parameters, the initial WoS search returned 1,564 articles, refined
to full articles only (1,271), written in English, Spanish, or Portuguese (1,259), and within the
research areas: Management, Business, Business Finance, Economics, Development Studies,
Social Sciences Interdisciplinary, and Public Administration. The final sample was 379 articles.

On Scopus data base, the initial search returned 2,643 articles, refined to full articles
(1,723), written in English, Spanish, or Portuguese (1,704), and within: Business, Management
and Accounting; Economics, Econometrics, and Finance. The final sample was 589 articles.
Selected files were exported in BibTeX format to R, merged, and duplicates removed, resulting
in a sample of 690 articles. These were then imported into Biblioshiny for analyses of annual
scientific production, country contributions, most relevant journals and authors, most cited
documents, and most frequent keywords over time.
3.2 2nd Analysis: Key Points of Existing Sustainability Reporting Frameworks

The second analysis presents and discusses the main key points of each Sustainability
Reporting Framework. Table 3 shows the frameworks included, the organization responsible

for each, and the sources of the information analyzed.
Table 3 — Organizations Responsible and Research Sources

Framework Source

GRI Standards English,
accessed Sept 4, 2025

IR Framework, accessed

Responsible Organization

Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)  Global Reporting Initiative

Integrated Reporting (IR) International Integrated Reporting Council

(now part of IFRS Foundation) Sept 4, 2025
Sustainability Accounting Standards Sustainability Accounting Standards Board SASB Navigator, accessed
Board (SASB) (now part of ISSB) Sept 4, 2025
Task Force on Climate-related Task Force on Climate-related Financial =~ TCFD Publications, accessed
Financial Disclosures (TCFD) Disclosures Sept 4, 2025
Guidance on Core SDG Indicators UNCTAD ISAR UNCTAD Guidance,

accessed Sept 4, 2025

European Sustainability Reporting ~ European Financial Reporting Advisory ESRS Report, accessed Sept

Standards (ESRS) Group (EFRAG) 4, 2025
International Sustainability International Sustainability Standards ISSB Standards, accessed
Standards Board (ISSB) Board Sept 4, 2025

Source: research data.

The analysis includes GRI, IR, SASB, TCFD, UNCTAD’s Guidance on Core SDG
Indicators, ESRS, and ISSB standards. These documents form the basis for discussing key
points of each SRF, focusing on adoption level, applicability, primary user groups, and areas of

emphasis.
Table 4
Initial Data Selection for Key Points
Applicability / Sector - .
Source Specificity Materiality Type Primary User

https://www.globalre
porting.org/how-to-
use-the-gri-

https://www.globalreporting.or
g/how-to-use-the-gri-

https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-

GRI standards/gri-standards- the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english- standards/gri-
english-language/ (GRI 1, language/ (GRI 1, section 2.2, p. 10) standards-english-
section 1.0-1.3, p. 6-7) language/ (GRI 1,
section 1.2, p. 6)
https://392942.hs-
https://392 942 hs-sites- . https://392942 .hs-sites-eul.com/integrated- sites-
eul.com/integrated-reporting- . - eul.com/integrated-
IIRC reporting-framework-downloads (Preface & ;
framework-downloads (Part 1, Part 1, p. 10-11) reporting-
section 1, p. 10-12) P framework-

downloads (p. 11)
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https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://navigator.sasb.ifrs.org/login
https://www.fsb-tcfd.org/publications/
https://unctad.org/isar/publication/guidance-core-indicators-sustainability-and-sdg-impact-reporting
https://www.efrag.org/sites/default/files/2024-07/EFRAG_PTF-NFRS_A3_FINAL%5B1%5D.pdf
https://www.ifrs.org/issued-standards/ifrs-sustainability-standards-navigator/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://www.globalreporting.org/how-to-use-the-gri-standards/gri-standards-english-language/
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
https://392942.hs-sites-eu1.com/integrated-reporting-framework-downloads
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Applicability / Sector - .
Source Specificity Materiality Type Primary User
https://sasb.ifrs.org/about/glob
al-use/?utm source .
_ . 9 _
SASB https:/sasb.ifrs.ore/standards/ https://sasb.ifrs.org/about/?utm_source
materiality-finder/?utm_source
httos://www fsb- https://assets.bbhub.io/company/sites/60/2021/ hitos://www fsb-
e . . 07/2021-TCFD- AUDS WA, <
TCFD tcfd.org/recommendations/?ut T .~ . tefd.org/about/?utm_
Implementing_Guidance.pdf?utm_source (pg.
m_source source
— 13-17) EE—
https://unctad.org/isa
https://.unctad.org/l.sar{publlcat https://unctad.org/isar/publication/guidance- r/publlqatlgn/guldanc
ion/guidance-core-indicators- . SEPIST . e-core-indicators-
SDG Y ; core-indicators-sustainability-and-sdg-impact- ~—— . ... -
sustainability-and-sdg-impact- reporting (Chap. I, section 2.3, p. 12) sustainability-and-
reporting (Part I1L, p. 16-17) feporiing p- 1 % P sdg-impact-reporting
(Introduction, p. 7-8)
https://www.efrag.org/sites/default/files/sites/w
ebpublishing/Site Assets/IG%201%20Materialit
https://xbrl.efrag.org/e- y%20Assessment_final.pdf?utm_source
ESRS esrs/esrs-setl- https://www.ifrs.org/content/dam/ifrs/supportin —
2023.html?utm_source g-implementation/issb-standards/esrs-issb-
standards-interoperability-
guidance.pdf?utm_source
https://www.ifrs.org/i
?E;ﬁile/l/r\;lvswh\grsliis(:;?;:tiﬁ?td- https://www.ifrs.org/issued-standards/ifrs- :zl;,[ei:iiff rds/ifrs-
- - . g . -
ISSB Y sustainability-standards-navigator/ (IFRS S1, sustainaitliy-

standards-navigator/ (IFRS S2
Appendix B)

standards-navigator/
(IFRS S1 §1,p. 5;
IFRS S2 §1, p. 4)

> Objective, §1-2, p. 5-6)

Source: research data.
4 RESULTS

This section presents the results of the two analyses: i. a bibliometric analysis of the
literature on SRFs is provided, discussing the main authors and journals; ii. the key points of
each currently accepted SRF are presented and discussed. The key points analyzed were:
Applicability/Industry Specificity, Materiality Approach, Primary User, Implementation
Complexity, and Implementation Costs. In addition to providing a discussion on which SRF is
most suitable for a university, we hope this article can serve as a basis for eventually developing
a Sustainability Reporting Framework for UFRJ and other institutions.
4.1 First Analysis: Bibliometric Analysis of Existing Sustainability Reporting Literature

This section presents the results of the bibliometric analysis, which encompasses five
distinct examinations. The first analysis illustrates the total annual scientific output, as well as
the distribution of publications by country. The second analysis identifies the ten most
influential journals in the field of Sustainability Reporting based on publication volume. The
third analysis highlights the most prominent authors according to their number of publications
and traces the evolution of journal outputs over time. The fourth analysis focuses on the most
globally cited documents in Sustainability Reporting. Finally, the fifth analysis provides a word
cloud representing the most frequently cited terms across the published literature on the topic.

Table 5 presents the findings of the first analysis, detailing annual scientific output and
its evolution across countries. Figure 1 depicts the temporal progression of scientific production
by country.

Table 5
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Annual Scientific Output

Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Output 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Output 0 1 4 0 0 4 2 1
Year 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Output 4 7 3 16 6 11 13 14
Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Output 11 29 33 44 52 81 129 223

Source: research data

It can be observed in Table 5 that academic production on the topic of Sustainability
Reporting became continuous in the sample selected for this study starting in 2007. However,
from 2020 onward, the number of publications increased substantially and exponentially over
the following years. Regarding scientific output by country, it is notable that Italy surpassed the
United States in the number of publications on this topic within the analyzed sample. Italy has
148 articles, the United States 141, Spain 109, China 104, and the United Kingdom 97. Other
significant contributors include India with 94 articles, Australia with 83, Indonesia with 62,
Malaysia with 45, and Poland with 43. Brazil has only 18 articles in the analyzed sample, which
may be partly explained by the selection of foreign databases, primarily comprising
international journals.
Figure 1 illustrates the evolution of annual scientific output by country.

Figure 1

Evolution of Annual Scientific Output
Country Production over Time

Articles

1094
003

Country

Figure 1 provides evidence that Italy has surpassed the United States in annual scientific
output and illustrates the evolution of scientific production over time in the world’s leading
countries in this field.

Table 6 presents the results of the second analysis, highlighting the ten most relevant
journals based on the number of publications. Figure 2 illustrates the evolution of academic
output across journals over the years, focusing on five journals, which are the five most relevant
according to the number of publications in Table 6.

Table 6
The Ten Most Relevant Journals by Number of Publications
Journal Number of Articles

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management 22
Journal of Cleaner Production 17
Sustainable Development 17
International Journal of Management Education 14
Social Responsibility Journal 14
Journal of Business Ethics 12
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Journal Number of Articles
Management Decision 11
Amfiteatru Economic 10
Administrative Sciences 9
Business Strategy and the Environment 9

Source: research data.

Table 6 shows that the most relevant journals in terms of the number of publications
are, respectively: Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management (22
publications), Journal of Cleaner Production (17 publications), Sustainable Development (17
publications), International Journal of Management Education (14 publications), Social
Responsibility Journal (14 publications), Journal of Business Ethics (12 publications),
Management Decision (11 publications), Amfiteatru Economic (10 publications),
Administrative Sciences (9 publications), and Business Strategy and the Environment (9
publications).

Figure 2 illustrates the evolution of academic output over time, focusing on five of the

ten most relevant journals in terms of publication volume.
Figure 2
Evolution of Scientific Production by Journals
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An analysis of Figure 2 shows that the journal Sustainable Development had no
academic output on the topic of Sustainability Reporting until 2023. Although the journal has
existed since 1993, it did not publish articles in accounting or management. The journal with
the highest number of publications is the oldest of the five to publish on the topic; it had
previously been surpassed in academic output but regained its leading position in 2024.

Furthermore, the analyzed academic journals are important references in the fields of
management, ethics, and sustainability, each with a specific focus. For example, Corporate
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, Journal of Cleaner Production, and
Business Strategy and the Environment concentrate on business practices related to social
responsibility and environmental management. Sustainable Development addresses policies
and strategies to promote a balance between economic growth and environmental preservation.
Meanwhile, Journal of Business Ethics and Social Responsibility Journal explore ethical and
social dilemmas in the corporate world. Management Decision and International Journal of
Management Education focus on decision-making and management education. Lastly,
Amfiteatru Economic and Administrative Sciences provide analyses on economics and public
administration.
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The third analysis identifies the ten most relevant authors on the topic of Sustainability

Reporting within the selected sample. Figure 3 presents these ten most influential authors in the

field.

Figure 3
The Ten Most Relevant Authors

Most Relevant Authors

DURAC
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Source: research data.

According to Figure 3, Simone Pizzi has 7 articles on the topic; he is a professor at the
Universita del Salento and works in social and environmental accounting and sustainability
reporting. He is notable for research on the digitalization of sustainability reporting processes
and corporate contributions to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Amina Buallay has
5 articles on the topic; she is a professor and researcher in corporate governance and
sustainability. Joanna Krasodomska has 4 articles on the topic and is a researcher in social
accounting and corporate responsibility. Clinton Aigbavboa has 3 articles on the topic; he is a
professor at the University of Johannesburg and a specialist in social development. David
Amani also has 3 articles and is a researcher in management and sustainability. Nur
Cahyonowati has 3 articles as well; she is a professor at Universitas Diponegoro, working in
accounting, governance, and corporate social responsibility. Francesco Caputa also has 3
articles; he is a professor at the University of Naples, focusing on innovation management,
knowledge, and sustainability. Codruta Dura has 3 articles and is a researcher in corporate social
responsibility and business economics. Andrew Ebekozien has 3 articles; he is a professor at
the University of Johannesburg, researching the role of the construction industry in
implementing the SDGs and Fourth Industrial Revolution technologies. Konstantinos
Evangelinos also has 3 articles; he is a professor at the University of the Aegean, Greece, and
a reference in environmental management and sustainability reporting.

Table 7 presents the fourth analysis, showing the ten most globally cited documents on

the topic.
Table 7
The Ten Most Globally Cited Documents
Authors Paper Title DOI Journal T(.)tal.
Citations
Hans B. Christensen, Luzi Mandatory CSR and sustainability Review of
. o . . . 10.1007/s1114 .
Hail & Christian reporting: economic analysis and 2-021-09609-5 Accounting 725
Leuz (2021) literature review Studies
. Addressing the SDGs in sustainability .. Journal of
Francesco Rosatl, Loureng reports: The relationship with 10.101673 jclepr Cleaner 511

0.2018.12.107

0 G.D. Faria (2019) institutional factors Production
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M. Victoria Sustainable Development and Tournal of
Lépez, Arminda Corporate Performance: A Study 10.1007/s1055 Business 496
Garcia, Lazaro Based on the Dow Jones Sustainability 1-006-9253-8 Ethics
Rodriguez (2007) Index
Simone Pizzi, Andrea Mana}gement research and the UN .. Journal of
. . sustainable development goals 10.1016/j.jclepr
Caputo, Antonio Corvino,  qpy 5y A pibliometric investigation  0.2020.124033  C1640€r 495
Andrea Venturelli (2020) ) . . & ’ ’ Production
and systematic review
Corporate
Francesco Business contribution to the IS{(e):zla;nsibili ¢
) ~ Sustainable Development Agenda: 10.1002/csr.17 P
Rosati, Lourengo Galvao . y and 414
. . Organizational factors related to early 05 )
Diniz Faria (2019) . . Environmenta
adoption of SDG reporting )
Management
Dirk Matten, Jeremy Moon Corporate Social Responsibility 10.1007/s1055 }Jaolll;rrlzlsgf 363
(2004) Education in Europe 1-004-1822-0 .
Ethics
Vicente Lima . S .
Crisomaiima de COTOMEocH b T g oy S0 L
Souza Freire;Felipe Cortes 1 °% p 111111141549 Joll’l o
de Vasconcellos (2011) y
Xiaobei “‘Beryl’” Huang;  Corporate social responsibility 10.1016/j.acclit fggiglfl 327
Luke Watson (2015) research in accounting .2015.03.001 . J
Literature
Lisa Jones Christensen, EtthS,.CSR, and S.ustalpabﬂ}ty Journal of
) Education in the Financial Times Top 10.1007/s1055 .
Ellen Peirce, Laura P. 50 Global Business Schools: Baseline  1-006-9211-5 Business 316
Hartman (2007) ' Ethics

Data and Future Research Directions

Source: research data.

Table 7 shows the ten most globally cited documents, as well as the four journals that
appear in the ranking of most relevant journals by number of publications: Corporate Social
Responsibility and Environmental Management, Journal of Cleaner Production, Social
Responsibility Journal, and Journal of Business Ethics.

The fifth and final analysis is based on a word cloud, presented in Figure 4, where the
most frequently cited words in the analyzed documents appear in the center of the cloud in a
larger font, while less frequently cited words are positioned around the edges in a smaller font.

Figure 4
Word Cloud
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The most frequently cited words globally in documents on the topic of Sustainability

Reporting, from most to least cited, are: Corporate Social Responsibility with 118 citations;
Sustainability and Sustainable Development Goals with 104 and 80 citations, respectively;
Performance with 76 citations; CSR and Sustainability Report with 75 and 72 citations,
respectively; and Sustainable Development with 60 citations. Other cited terms include: ESG,
Disclosure, Governance, Management, and Education. This analysis is significant as it
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highlights a global trend and underscores the importance of Sustainability Reports in
contributing to the pursuit of Sustainable Development. It emphasizes the need for reporting to
support decision-making that positively impacts both the environment and society.
4.2 Second Analysis: Key Points of Existing Sustainability Reporting Frameworks

The second analysis presents the key points of the main Sustainability Reporting
Frameworks (SRFs) currently in use. The frameworks are analyzed according to the following
indicators: Applicability/Sector Specificity, Materiality Approach, Primary User, Level of
Implementation Complexity, and Implementation Costs.

Table 8 compares the length of each framework, its year of creation, and whether

adoption is primarily mandatory or voluntary.
Table 8
Framework Creation and Adoption

Framework Number of Pages Year of Creation =~ Mandatory or Voluntary Adoption

GRI 300+ (various standards) 1997 Voluntary

IIRC 35 (framework) 2010 Voluntary

SASB 1,500 (standards for 77 2011 Voluntary

industries)

TCFD 74 (main recommendations) 2015 Voluntgry; can be u.sed as reference in
regulations worldwide

ISAR SDG Voluntary; can be used as reference in

. 89 2019 . .

Reporting regulations worldwide

ESRS 500+ 2020 Mandatgry in the EU for public
companies

ISSB 200+ (S1 & S2) 2021 Mandatory in Brazil from 2026 for

public companies

Source: Research data.

In Table 8, which presents framework creation and adoption, it can be observed that the
oldest SRF is the GRI, established in 1997, while all other frameworks were developed only
after 2010. Each framework varies in length. The ISSB Standards comprise S1 and S2, whereas
the GRI includes multiple documents, each exceeding 300 pages. The ESRS is mandatory in
Europe, while the ISSB Standards will become mandatory in Brazil starting in 2026. The
remaining frameworks are adopted on a voluntary basis.

Table 9 presents the analysis of each framework's indicators, including: applicability
(whether universal or sector-specific standards), type of materiality, primary user of the
information, and level of implementation complexity/costs.

Table 9
Indicators Analysis
Applicability / Sector Level of
Framework PP Y Type of Materiality Primary Users Implementation
Specificity )
Complexity / Costs
Universal — all organlgatlons Companies, NGOs,
/ General standards with - .
GRI Impact Materiality =~ governments, High
supplementary sector- :
. mnvestors
specific standards
Organizations seeking an
IRC integrated view / General Financial Materialit Companies, investors, Hich
standards without sector y boards, creditors g
specificity
Specific to certain industries Investors. bublic
SASB / Standards with high sector Financial Materiality P High
o companies
specificity
TCFD All organizations exposed to Climate Materiality Companies, investors, Medium

climate-related risks / regulatory bodies
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. Level of
Framework Appllcabll.lty ./ Sector Type of Materiality Primary Users Implementation
Specificity .
Complexity / Costs
Climate-focused across all
sectors
Reports on SDG Impact Materiality =~ Companies,
contributions / General (Social and regulatory bodies, .
SDG standards without sector Environmental legislators, Medium
specificity Impacts) government agencies
EU companies under CSRD Double Materiality =~ European companies,
ESRS / General standards without (Impact and investors, regulatory  Very High
sector specificity Financial) bodies
Public companies / General
ISSB standards without sector Financial Materiality Investors,

specificity

Source: research data.

Table 9 presents the analysis of the following indicators: Applicability / Sector
Specificity, Type of Materiality, Primary Users for each framework, and the Level of
Complexity of each framework. Regarding the materiality approach, it can be classified into
four different groups: Financial Materiality, Impact Materiality, Double Materiality, and
Climate-specific Materiality. The ISSB Standards, SASB, and Integrated Reporting adopt
financial materiality, as they fall under the IFRS Foundation. In contrast, the GRI and the ISAR
SDG Reporting documents use impact materiality, while the ESRS adopts double materiality,
encompassing both impact and financial aspects.

Regarding climate-related materiality, the TCFD framework recommends that, to
ensure maximum alignment with disclosure requirements for financial documents, companies
should determine materiality for climate-related issues in the same way they determine
materiality for other information included in their financial filings. Additionally, this analysis
considers the different primary users of the information provided by each framework, as well
as the level of complexity and costs associated with implementation.

4.2.1 First Analysis: Applicability and Sector Specificity

The results revealed a combination of frameworks that adopt universal standards,
generally applicable across sectors, and frameworks with industry-specific standards. The GRI
framework is divided into universal standards, sector-specific standards, and thematic
standards, covering a wide range of industries. GRI 404 “Training and Education” is a thematic
standard addressing disclosures related to training and education impacts within organizations,
directly relevant to the primary focus of this study. SASB, now part of the IFRS Foundation,
provides industry-specific disclosure topics, serving as guidance for the application of the IFRS
S1 General Requirements for Sustainability-Related Financial Disclosures in the absence of
IFRS-specific sustainability disclosure standards. SASB standards identify the sustainability
risks and opportunities most relevant to investors’ decision-making across 77 industries. The
IIRC, TCFD, SDG, ESRS, and ISSB provide generally applicable universal standards across
all sectors. However, the ESRS is only applicable to European Union companies under the
Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD). Meanwhile, the TCFD offers guidance
on climate-focused disclosures for organizations in all sectors.

4.2.2 Second Analysis: Materiality Approach

The materiality approach can be classified into four groups: Financial Materiality,
Impact Materiality, Double Materiality, and Climate-specific Materiality. Since August 2022,
the IFRS Foundation’s ISSB has assumed responsibility for the SASB standards. Similarly, the
Integrated Reporting Framework and the Integrated Thinking Principles are maintained under
the IFRS Foundation, with the IASB and ISSB jointly responsible for Integrated Reporting.
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The SASB, IIRC, and ISSB frameworks adopt Financial Materiality, meaning that a
company should disclose material information on sustainability-related risks and opportunities
that could reasonably affect its prospects. The GRI adopts Impact Materiality, defined as:
“Information on the organization’s impact on the economy, the environment, and people, for
the benefit of multiple stakeholders, including investors, employees, customers, suppliers, and
local communities.” The SDGs also adopt Impact Materiality, directly linked to the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development, comprising 17 Goals and 169 targets. The ESRS adopts
the concept of Double Materiality, defined as the interconnection between impact materiality
and financial materiality. The TCFD states: “To ensure maximum compatibility with national
disclosure requirements for financial filings, the Task Force believes companies should
determine materiality for climate-related issues in a manner consistent with how they determine
materiality for other information included in their financial filings.”
4.2.3 Third Analysis: Primary Users

This analysis identified the main users of sustainability-related impact information. The
IFRS Foundation primarily focuses on meeting investors’ information needs. Consequently, the
IIRC, SASB, and ISSB frameworks are mainly used by investors, financial institutions, public
shareholders, and capital market participants. In contrast, the GRI, SDG, and TCFD focus on
providing information accessible to multiple stakeholders, including investors, employees,
customers, suppliers, and local communities. The ESRS defines two stakeholder types:
Affected Stakeholders: individuals or groups whose interests are or may be affected by the
organization’s activities and its direct and indirect relationships across the value chain; Users
of Sustainability Statements: such as investors, credit institutions, civil society, government,
and academics.
4.2.4 Fourth Analysis: Implementation Complexity and Costs

The fourth analysis is based on a scale developed to evaluate the level of complexity
and costs associated with implementing a Sustainability Reporting Framework, presented in
Table 1. The parameters assessed in creating the scale include: ease of implementation, need
for internal training, requirement for external consulting, costs for technology and specialized
software, and the need for assurance or external auditing.
Table 1 — Scale of Complexity and Implementation Costs

Level of implementation complexity / Implementation Costs

ng Simple implementation, usually free of charge, with no need for external consulting.
Low It requires some internal training, but it can be done with resources already available.

Medium It requires investments in technology, dedicated personnel and adaptations in reporting processes.

High It is necessary to hire consultancies, specialized software, partial audits.
Very Highly sophisticated structure, certifications, mandatory external verification and continuous
High adaptation processes.

Source: research data

Table 1 shows that, according to the created scale, the GRI Framework can be classified
as medium in terms of Implementation Complexity/Costs, as it provides comprehensive and
clear guidance on sustainability-related reporting. Although implementing GRI standards may
require adaptations in reporting processes and generally demands additional investments in
technology and dedicated personnel. The SASB and ISSB frameworks, according to the
Implementation Complexity/Costs scale, can be considered high, as they typically require
support from specialized consulting and auditing firms due to their strong connection to
financial materiality, which is audited in consolidated financial reports. The TCFD can also be
considered high in Implementation Complexity/Costs, as it is climate-focused and may require
scenario modeling, increasing technology costs. Expenses for climate data collection, internal
analyses, and hiring external ESG consultants can generate significant implementation costs.
The SDG framework, according to the scale, can be considered medium, since it provides
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essential indicators, but as it serves as Guidance on Core Indicators for SDG Sustainability and
Impact Reporting, adoption can be more flexible, and no mandatory audit is required. Finally,
the ESRS can be classified as very high in Implementation Complexity/Costs, as it is mandatory
in the European Union, involves assurance and audit requirements, contains highly detailed
standards, and adopts double materiality, all of which increase both complexity and
implementation costs.
4.2.5 Summary of the Second Analysis: Key Points of Each Existing Sustainability
Reporting Framework

Note that the second analysis aimed to evaluate the main characteristics of currently
used Sustainability Reporting Frameworks (SRFs). The frameworks were analyzed according
to five key indicators: sector applicability/specificity, type of materiality, primary users of the
information, and the level of complexity and costs of implementation. This allows for a clear
comparison of how each framework addresses sustainability reporting requirements, and their

suitability for different types of organizations, including universities.
Table 10

Key Indicators of Existing Sustainability Reporting Frameworks

Sector Applicability / Implementation Complexity /

Framework Specificity Materiality Type Primary Users Costs
Universal — all Companies, Medium — comprehensive
organizations / General . ... NGOs, guidance; requires adaptation

GRI standards with sector- Impact Materiality governments, of reporting processes and
specific supplements investors additional resources
Organizations seeking
IIRC/ integrated reporting / . . Companies, High — requires integration of
Financial . . .
Integrated General standards . 1 investors, boards, financial and non-financial
. . Materiality . . .
Reporting without sector creditors information
specificity
In.d ustry-specific / . Financial Investors, public ngh. —.often requires
SASB Highly sector-specific o . specialized consulting and
Materiality companies .-
standards auditing support
All organizations with . High — may require scenario
. Companies, . .
climate exposure / . L modeling, climate data
TCFD . Climate Materiality investors, Lo
Climate-focused reoulatorv bodies collection, internal analyses,
guidance for all sectors & M and external ESG consulting
Reports on . ... Companies,
SDG (ISAR  contributions to SDGs Impgct Materiality regulators, Medium — provides essential
X (Social & . . . .
SDG / General guidance . legislators, indicators, flexible adoption,
. ) Environmental .
Reporting) without sector government no mandatory audit
- Impacts) .
specificity agencies
EU companies under . ... European Very High — mandatory in EU,
Double Materiality . detailed standards, assurance
CSRD / General companies, . .
ESRS . (Impact + ) and audit required, double
standards without . . investors, e
S Financial) materiality increases
sector specificity regulators .
complexity and costs
Public companies / Investors High — closely linked to
ISSB General standards Financial o financial materiality, often
. . creditors, . .
Standards without sector Materiality requires consulting and
shareholders

specificity auditing support

Source: research data.

Table 10 provides a summary of the key distinctions among the existing frameworks.
Regarding Sector Applicability, GRI and most global frameworks (IIRC, TCFD, SDG, ESRS,
ISSB) adopt universal guidance, while SASB focuses on industry-specific standards, offering
more tailored disclosure requirements. Regarding Materiality Approach, there is a clear split
between frameworks focused on financial materiality (IIRC, SASB, ISSB), impact materiality

www.congressousp.fipecafi.org



2 6 o Theme: Accounting, Technology and Sustainability: shaping the
future research and practice

USP International
Conference on Accounting

(GRI, SDGQG), climate-specific materiality (TCFD), and double materiality (ESRS). This
distinction reflects their primary reporting objectives and intended users. Regarding Primary
Users, the frameworks linked to the IFRS Foundation (IIRC, SASB, ISSB) primarily target
investors and financial stakeholders, whereas GRI, SDG, and TCFD address a broader range of
stakeholders, including communities, employees, and regulators. Regarding Implementation
Complexity, the ESRS stands out for its very high complexity and costs due to mandatory EU
adoption, detailed requirements, and double materiality, while GRI and SDG provide more
flexible and moderate-cost options. TCFD, SASB, and ISSB remain high in complexity due to
technical, regulatory, or audit requirements.

Overall, this comparison suggests that GRI and SDG reporting frameworks offer a
balance of accessibility and stakeholder coverage, whereas frameworks like ESRS and ISSB
provide rigor for regulatory compliance and investor-focused reporting, albeit with higher
complexity and costs.

5 FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

The large number of possibilities for Sustainability Reporting Frameworks (SRFs)
means that, even with similar characteristics, institutions with the same purpose and likely
similar activities may publish their reports following different structures. Despite the growing
concern for sustainability in higher education, many universities still do not publish consistent
or regular Sustainability Reports, nor do they integrate reporting into institutional management
practices (Sepasi, Braendle; Rahdari, 2019). This article is part of a project aimed at developing
the Sustainability Report for the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (UFRJ). The research
objective is to discuss which Sustainability Reporting Framework (SRF) is most suitable for
application in a university. Thus, the research question arises: Which Sustainability Reporting
Framework is most appropriate for a university?

To achieve this objective, two analyses were conducted: i. a bibliometric analysis of the
literature on SRFs, discussing the main authors and journals; ii. the key points of each currently
accepted SRF were presented and discussed. The key points analyzed were:
Applicability/Industry Specificity, Materiality Approach, Primary User, Implementation
Complexity, and Implementation Costs. From the bibliometric analysis, five separate analyses
were conducted. The first analysis presents the total annual scientific output and scientific
production by country. The second analysis presents the ten most relevant journals based on the
number of publications on Sustainability Reporting. The third analysis identifies the most
relevant authors based on publication numbers and the evolution of journal outputs over time.
The fourth analysis highlights the most globally cited documents on Sustainability Reporting.
Finally, the fifth analysis uses a word cloud showing the most frequently cited terms in
published articles on Sustainability Reporting.

Academic debate on sustainability reporting frameworks reveals both convergences and
divergences regarding their purpose, usability, and suitability. Frameworks such as the Global
Reporting Initiative (GRI), the standards of the International Sustainability Standards Board
(ISSB, developed from SASB), and the European Sustainability Reporting Standards (ESRS)
coordinated by EFRAG dominate the landscape. Scholars note that these frameworks
incorporate different understandings of materiality, target audiences, and reporting objectives.
Materiality has been a point of controversy among academics and practitioners. ISSB adopts a
financial or “enterprise value” lens, emphasizing disclosures that affect investors’ decision-
making. As Millar and Slack (2024) observed in their study on investor responses to ISSB
drafts, “there were points of dissonance between investors and ISSB, notably regarding the
basis and focus of reporting (double materiality or simple/financial and enterprise value)” (p.
9). In contrast, ESRS applies a double materiality approach, requiring entities to report both
how sustainability issues affect them and how they impact society and the environment. The
GRI framework is also praised for its stakeholder-oriented guidance, providing transparency on
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broader impacts rather than focusing solely on financial outcomes. As noted before, “GRI is
more impact-oriented and stakeholder-focused in its disclosures” (Tsui, 2023).

Comparability and regulatory scope further distinguish these frameworks. ISSB has
been endorsed as a step toward global convergence, with investors generally supporting its
development, though raising concerns about definition clarity and assurance mechanisms.
Millar and Slack (2024) highlight that investor consensus in support of ISSB and the
development of preliminary standards was tempered by concerns over definition clarity,
emissions reporting, and assurance. ESRS, in turn, gained prominence due to its mandatory
application under the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) in the European
Union. However, scholars and practitioners recognize ESRS’s high complexity. As Finch and
Beak (2023) observed, “while ESRS provides extensive disclosure requirements and double
materiality, its level of detail may be excessive for organizations with less mature sustainability
infrastructures.”

Implementation burden and credibility are recurring themes in the literature. While GRI
has the advantage of being widely established and relatively accessible, it has been criticized
for its limited alignment with investor-focused financial metrics (Tsui, 2023). ISSB is
considered attractive for capital markets due to its emphasis on comparability and financial
materiality, but questions remain about whether it adequately captures organizations’
multidimensional impacts (Millar & Slack, 2024). ESRS, although comprehensive, is often
described as resource-intensive, which may present challenges for entities outside large
multinational corporations.

For universities, the choice of a sustainability reporting framework should be guided by
their unique missions and stakeholder landscape. Unlike profit-oriented companies, universities
balance diverse responsibilities: teaching, research, social engagement, and environmental
management. Frameworks focused strictly on financial materiality may not capture these
multifaceted contributions. As Lozano (2011) emphasized, “universities have a responsibility
to society beyond financial reporting; their sustainability practices must reflect educational,
research, and community roles” (p. 70). Rosati and Faria (2019) show that some of the identified
institutional factors are significantly associated with SDG-based reporting, with differences
between organizations that report SDGs and those that do not. In particular, organizations
reporting SDGs are more likely to be located in countries with higher vulnerability to climate
change and greater corporate spending on higher education. Additionally, SDG-reporting
organizations are more likely to be situated in countries characterized by more indulgent,
egalitarian, and short-term oriented cultures.

From this perspective, GRI and ESRS seem particularly suitable for higher education
institutions, as both emphasize double materiality and broader stakeholder engagement. GRI
provides flexibility and a stakeholder-oriented approach aligned with universities’ social
missions, whereas ESRS — though complex — may become increasingly relevant in Europe
due to regulatory requirements and its explicit integration of social impacts. ISSB standards,
while useful for ensuring comparability and financial rigor, may need to be complemented by
frameworks such as GRI to ensure universities adequately report their social and environmental
contributions. However, this study has some limitations, such as the bibliometric sample
selection being limited to articles indexed in Scopus and Web of Science. Furthermore, the
literature review analysis does not follow a specific scientific methodology, such as a systematic
review. Suggestions for future research include other analyses of sustainability reporting
models, such as frameworks for the public sector, differences between public and private sector
reporting models, or reporting frameworks for research institutions beyond universities.
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